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court and get a warrant. That is not 
too much to ask, and the Director of 
National Intelligence has warned all of 
us that there are things we should be 
getting that we are not listening to. 

The leadership does not have to 
bring, under this rule, this particular 
piece of legislation to the floor, and as 
I understand it, negotiations are con-
tinuing and are being much more fruit-
ful with our colleagues in the other 
body. But we must, before we leave 
here for August break, fix this prob-
lem. It’s a problem we’ve known about 
for some time and tried to work on and 
quietly fix. I would much prefer that 
these things be done quietly, but when 
it was clear that the law was not work-
ing, that it was not protecting Ameri-
cans, and that we were not moving 
quickly to fix and close this intel-
ligence gap, I decided that I needed to 
take action and with my colleagues 
push more publicly to get this fixed. 

I believe it is possible here today in 
this House to find the consensus and 
something that works for our intel-
ligence agencies to be able to listen to 
foreigners in foreign countries, who are 
using the communications systems 
America has built, to plot, to plan, to 
kill us. 

I would encourage the leadership on 
the other side of the aisle to work con-
structively with the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence, call him and get 
him up here and work this out so that 
we can do the right thing for our coun-
try. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I would remind everyone here 
that this rule is to make in order a sus-
pension day. This particular measure is 
not about FISA. 

Madam Speaker, I’m very pleased to 
yield to a woman that I’ve worked with 
on the Intelligence Committee when 
she was the ranking member of the In-
telligence Committee and that I 
worked on that committee with for 6 
years. In this body is the distinguished 
chairman of the Intelligence Com-
mittee; in addition, another of my col-
leagues, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. TURNER, Mr. 
HOLT. All of us serve on that same 
committee that Mrs. WILSON serves on, 
and I rather suspect that she knows 
that we know that there is no prohibi-
tion that she has suggested here. 

I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. HARMAN), 
the former ranking member of the 
House Permanent Select Committee 
and the now-Chair of the Sub-
committee on Intelligence, Informa-
tion Sharing, and Terrorism Risk As-
sessment of the Homeland Security 
Committee. 

Ms. HARMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding and 
commend him again for his service 
both on the Rules Committee and on-
going on the Intelligence Committee. 

It is reassuring that the debate has 
quieted. As many people have said on 
both sides, this is a very serious sub-
ject. While we were having our break 
because of a computer glitch, I had the 

chance to sit on the floor and talk to 
many colleagues on a bipartisan basis 
about how this Member who has stud-
ied this issue for years sees it. 

I point out to colleagues that the bill 
that has been distributed, H.R. 3356, 
says on page 2, section 105(a), ‘‘a court 
order is not required for the acquisi-
tion of the contents of any communica-
tion between persons that are not lo-
cated within the United States.’’ 

It is the intention of this bill, which 
will be made in order on the suspension 
calendar under the rule, to exempt for-
eign-to-foreign communications, and it 
is the intention, I believe, of every sin-
gle person sitting here, several hundred 
of us, to exempt foreign-to-foreign 
communications from the warrant re-
quirements of the Foreign Intelligence 
Surveillance Act. 

What is really at issue, and I hope 
this will clarify the subject for some 
who are still wondering what it is, is 
whether or not we will have a court ap-
prove the parameters, the framework 
of this entire program, or whether we 
will leave the dimensions of the pro-
gram and the activities under the pro-
gram to the Attorney General or per-
haps the Attorney General working 
with the Director of National Intel-
ligence. 

Some of us know the details of this 
program. It’s a valuable program. It’s 
very complicated, and it has many dif-
ferent parts. I, for one, thought that it 
was being regulated under the Foreign 
Intelligence Surveillance Act until I 
learned recently that the administra-
tion had chosen not to follow FISA. I 
think, and I would hope many on the 
other side would think, that we must 
have a legal framework around this 
program. No more blank checks for 
this Attorney General or for any future 
Attorneys General. 

I urge approval of this rule. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I 

would like to inquire as to how much 
time remains on both sides. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas has 51⁄2 minutes. 
The gentleman from Florida has 8 min-
utes. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, if I 
could inquire of the gentleman from 
Florida if he would like to run down 
some of his time at this time or if he’s 
through with his speakers. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Excuse 
me. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I would like to in-
quire of the gentleman if he would like 
to get the time even and to run down 
with another speaker. We’re a little bit 
ahead. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I continue to reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 31⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA), the 
ranking member of the Intelligence 
Committee. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Madam Speaker, I 
thank my colleague for yielding. 

As our previous colleague was talk-
ing, I think she laid it out pretty well. 

Are we going to involve the courts in 
reviewing our foreign intelligence ac-
tivities? If you take a look at the bill 
that is out here, it appears that the 
court is going to be involved in review-
ing our intelligence community activi-
ties overseas. This becomes the Ter-
rorist Protection Act, not a surveil-
lance program. 

Do we want a court reviewing our 
tactics and strategies for foreign intel-
ligence or foreign individuals in foreign 
locations and lay it out the way that 
this bill wants? This is not about the-
ory. This is about protecting the home-
land, and it is about protecting our 
troops in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Paki-
stan. 

Does it make sense that when a com-
mander in the field gets the informa-
tion or gets leads that may protect 
their soldiers that, rather than fol-
lowing the lead immediately, the first 
thing that they do is bring in the law-
yers to make sure that they get that 
information in an appropriate and legal 
way on the battlefield? Is that giving 
our troops the tools that they need to 
keep themselves safe and secure and 
defeat the enemy? 

Does it make sense when our intel-
ligence frontline folks, whether it’s in 
northern Africa or in the Middle East, 
get a lead as to individuals who may be 
targeting the United States, that the 
first thing that they need to do is get 
the lawyers involved to make sure that 
foreign intelligence is collected in an 
appropriate way, rather than focusing 
on what needs to keep us safe? 

After 9/11, we spent a lot of time 
working together to put together an 
intelligence community that would, in 
the future, be able to connect the dots. 
With this bill that it looks like we’re 
going to consider this afternoon, we 
won’t have to worry about connecting 
the dots anymore because we will put 
the barriers in place that means that 
they will not even be able to collect 
the dots. But if you believe that this is 
a bumper sticker war and this is a 
bumper sticker threat that we face 
today, this bill is for you. 

Take a look at the statement by the 
Director of National Intelligence. The 
Director of National Intelligence today 
is the same individual that served 
many years under President Bill Clin-
ton as the Director of the National Se-
curity Agency. Here’s what he has to 
say about this bill: 

I have reviewed the proposal that the 
House of Representatives is expected to vote 
on this afternoon to modify the Foreign In-
telligence Surveillance Act. The House pro-
posal is unacceptable. I strongly oppose it. 
The House proposal would not allow me to 
carry out my responsibility to provide warn-
ing and to protect the Nation, especially in 
our heightened threat environment. I urge 
Members of Congress to support the legisla-
tion I provided last evening to modify FISA 
to equip our intelligence community with 
the tools we need to protect our Nation. 

This is an individual who has a 30- 
year career in this business. He served 
President Clinton; he’s serving Presi-
dent Bush, but most importantly, it is 
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